for their detailed comments on previous versions of the written text.
5 Trade in goods and services is not of course the only kind of exchange that occurs between rich and poor countries. There are also flows of capital, and indeed of people, and these transfers may raise questions of fairness too. I shall not try to answer the question whether the principles discussed below apply in the same way to these cases -trade alone, as we shall see, raises more than enough problems for a single paper.
But appeals to the value of fair trade aren't just made by advocates for developing countries. Politicians and labour leaders in rich countries complain when domestic markets are flooded by cheap imports that create unemployment in the affected industries. The complaint is that the products in question are made by exploited workers abroad and/or that their governments are subsidising production to boost exports. The trade in question isn't fair because domestic workers aren't being given a proper chance to compete, it is implied. The metaphor of 'creating a level playing field' is often used in this context. So 'fair trade' is being invoked both by people who want to change the rules of international trade so that they are more favourable to badly-off workers in developing countries, and by those who want to give greater protection to established industries in rich countries. It seems unlikely that this involves no more than an empirical dispute about the application of a shared idea of fair trade. It seems rather that there may be significant disagreement about what makes trade fair: what conditions a given trading practice has to meet in order for us to say that it's a fair practice. In particular, there is controversy about the relationship between fair trade and free trade: is fair trade simply really free trade, trade in the absence of the many and varied barriers to exchange that currently exist in the global economy, or does fair trade require that exchanges be regulated -whether by governments or by international bodies -in such a way as to prevent specific outcomes that a global free market might otherwise produce? My interest is in these conceptual questions, which may, however, also turn out to have normative dimensions. I do not assume here that we should expect to discover a single, definitive concept of fair trade. There may instead be several conceptions, each used for a different purpose and with a different 5 normative basis. It wouldn't however follow, as some have claimed, that fair trade is merely a subjective idea, used to endorse whichever bundle of trade policies the speaker happens to favour. 7 It would mean, though, that different aspects of fairness, a broad idea itself, were being emphasized in different practical contexts in which fair trade was being discussed.
We might look for illumination here to the Fair Trade movement itself: after all if your aim is to promote fair trade, you might be expected to begin by defining your guiding idea explicitly. However an inspection of the various associations' statements of principles reveals instead sets of practical guidelines that must be adhered to if a product is going to be awarded the relevant Fair Trade stamp of approval. These include such things as supporting environmentally sustainable forms of production;
establishing long-term trading relationships between primary producers and the organizations that process and market their products; and ensuring that the producers receive a 'fair price' for what they grow or make. These guidelines may express important values, and they may even be understood as necessary practical conditions for fair trade, but they do not by themselves amount to an answer to our central For present purposes I want to leave it open which branch to follow here -i.e.
whether it is more illuminating to think about fair trade as a relationship between states or between individual persons within those states. I will discuss conceptions of fair trade that are state-focussed and others that are person-focussed. The second fork we need to negotiate is more philosophical: how far should we understand fairness in trade as internal to the practice of trade itself, and how far should we subsume it under a wider conception of global justice? That is, should we look at the terms on which the transactions that constitute trade in a particular commodity, say, are conducted, and ask whether those terms are fair as between the parties involved in that branch of trade? Or should we look more widely at the consequences of the trade that is carried out under those terms, asking for example about whether it is consistent with some global principle of distributive justice such as the Rawlsian difference principle. Does it help to raise the position of the weaker trading partner above some poverty line, or indeed raise that party's position to the maximum extent possible? The question, in other words, is whether we should be looking directly at trade itself, as a practice within which commodities are exchanged between different countries, or individuals or firms in those countries, at certain prices and according to certain ground rules, and asking whether the practice is fair, by some criterion; or whether we should be considering the impact that trade may have on the overall position of the trading 7 partners, for example whether it renders them more or less equal in resources than they were before the exchange. It would be naïve to think that these two issues are really one and the same. There are of course conceptions of justice and fairness that are entirely procedural and that would therefore make the second question redundant;
there are also ethical theories such as simple utilitarianism that attach no moral weight to procedural issues and look only at the overall consequences of different practices.
But these are both extreme positions. For most people, I suspect, who believe in the value of fair trade, it matters both in its own right -it is important that when parties exchange goods they should do it on terms that are fair, in particular terms that do not exploit either side -and for the consequences that it brings: fair trade is also trade that leaves both parties reasonable well off by some standard. That is certainly the assumption of those who see fair trade as making a significant contribution to the relief of global poverty.
I believe that this two-sided approach to the value of fair trade is essentially correct.
Even if we first come to it through thinking about solutions to global poverty, we should recognize that fair trade is an independent principle of international justice, one that should also govern relations between countries standing well above the poverty threshold. The question that arises, however, is whether these two concerns always point in the same direction or whether fair trade does not turn out to display the features of an 'essentially contested concept '. 8 In order to answer this question, I
will examine the various explicit or implicit definitions of fairness in trade to be found in academic and political discussion, and suggest that these fall into three main groups. The upshot is the concept of fair trade is multidimensional, and although in some cases improvements along one dimension will also bring improvements along the others, this will not always be so -in which case we may have to decide which aspect of fairness matters to us most. This principle appears prominently in trade negotiations such as GATT. 13 It was used in these negotiations primarily to encourage states to lower their tariff barriers, i.e. to extend their most favourable current trade rules to all trading partners, but it can also be seen as an attempt to create fairness in the form of a 'level playing field', whereby everyone attempting to export goods to country A has the same opportunity to do so.
and D without insisting that these countries reciprocate the terms that it is offering.
Nonetheless the two principles naturally combine if one thinks of the trading system as a whole and wants all parties to exchange goods and services under a uniform set of rules (or to put it more colloquially, if one wants the playing field to be level in all directions).
3. However the limitation of simple reciprocity plus non-discrimination is that it takes no account of the relative strength or weakness of the potential trading partners, for example the scale and level of development of their industrial base. Formally the rules governing trade may be the same for all, but some parties may already be at a considerable advantage by virtue of vastly superior technology, for instance. So to counteract this unfairness, a more complex version of reciprocity may be proposed.
14 This allows countries to apply different sets of rules to their various trading partners so long as they can justify the variation on publicly-approved grounds ('special and differential treatment' is the phrase commonly used to describe this). An obvious example would be the provision in the GATT rules that allowed developing countries to protect their infant industries against competition from big corporations in the developed societies. The implicit idea of fairness here is of a race in which the faster runners are handicapped in order to give the slower runners (whether countries or individual industries) a fair chance.
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The first three conceptions of fair trade all locate fairness in the rules applied by states to govern trading relations. The assumption is that so long as the ground rules are fair
11
-whether this means that the same rules apply to everyone, or that some allowance is made for the relative economic positions from which trading partners begin -the results of the practice, in the sense of the distribution of gains from trade, will also be fair. The remaining conceptions I shall consider challenge this assumption. They argue that we must look behind the rules to see what is actually going on when goods and services are exchanged, and/or at the resulting division of benefits. So next consider:
4. Trade is fair to the extent that it corresponds to the exchanges that would occur in a fully competitive market. The underlying idea here is that existing patterns of trade reflect, to a greater or lesser extent, market distortions such as monopoly power. For example when peasant farmers or small co-operatives growing coffee have to sell their beans to a giant conglomerate such as Nestlé, they are effectively facing a monopsony. Nestlé can pick and choose who it buys from, while the producers are obliged to sell to the conglomerate that is willing to take their crop at the time that it comes on to the market. So the claim is that fair trade in coffee means trade at the prices and on the terms that would obtain if there were many buyers of coffee beans as well as many sellers, and open competition on either side. If these conditions cannot be met, then a fair trade policy would be one that tries to correct for the effects of unequal market power and other competitive failures, for example by controlling prices.
This conception of fair trade has the advantage that it attends to power differentials between trading partners and looks to what would happen in the absence of such differentials; it also picks up a common way of thinking about fair exchange, which is to use exchange at competitive market prices as a benchmark and regard exchange on other terms as unfair unless it is consensually agreed between the parties. On the other hand, since it is a counterfactual conception, it is liable to be indeterminate. 
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shows that the conception of fairness at work here has a deontological character.
Benefiting from participation in a trading practice that exposes trading partners to violations of basic rights -being forced to work under unsafe conditions, for example 
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One could perhaps try to counter this objection by making the obligation to pay prices adequate for subsistence conditional on the producers taking steps to ensure that their mode of production is economically competitive. 23 But the underlying problem seems to be that definition 6 is burdening trade with a general responsibility to meet human rights that it may take a battery of policy measures to discharge completely. 24 As I indicated earlier, trade by definition is exchange for mutual advantage. Both partners should expect to benefit from trade, but how well off they are after trade has occurred must depend on their respective starting points. 25 There cannot be a guarantee that they will be above some threshold defined apart from the trade itself. So the definition demands too much in one respect; but for reasons already alluded too, it may demand too little in other respects, because it seems, for example, that a primary producer might earn enough through trade to provide himself with a minimally decent standard of living, but still be treated unfairly by receiving too small a share of the value of what he has produced. This suggests that to understand fair trade we may need to focus more closely on relative shares -how much each party benefits from trade -rather than just on whether absolute shares cross a threshold such as the human rights standard.
7. We might then consider the following, quite radical, definition of fair trade: trade is fair when each party receives a return that is proportionate to the value of the items 23 It appears that fair trade associations often work somewhat along these lines: there is an ongoing discussion between the association's agents and the producers which tries to ensure that what the producers make can be sold at a price that gives them a reasonable financial return. 25 C.f. James: 'trade can be fair to everyone it affects, according to its purpose, without amounting to a scheme for redistributing goods that exist or would equally have existed in the absence of trade.' ('Distributive Justice without Sovereign Rule', p. 14)
they have produced to trade. The gains of trade, in other words, must be distributed between the partners in such a way that each is adequately rewarded for their contribution. We can hear such an idea being expressed in frequently voiced complaints that when goods such as coffee are traded, the primary producers only receive a tiny fraction of the final selling price. Although it is not disputed that processing companies and others add value to the coffee along the way, the claim is that the distribution of the final value -the price for which coffee is sold in Western supermarkets, say -is unfair.
Since, by assumption, the prices actually being offered to producers do not reflect the value of what they have produced, we would need to find some independent measure of value to make definition 7 workable. One possibility would be to identify value as the price that a product would command in a competitive market. This however would take us back to definition 4 and its attendant problems. The alternative is to take inspiration from the Marxist tradition and say that a producer's contribution is measured by the labour that she necessarily performs in making her product. We find this idea used in debates about fair trade when critics point out that that it may take a farm worker in a developing country many months to earn enough money to buy a product that an industrial worker in the North makes in a few hours. Implicitly, fair trade would mean that products should exchange according to the hours of labour that each embodies. A more sophisticated view, adopted for example by Emmanuel in his classic work on trade as unequal exchange 26 , allows that labour may have different degrees of skill and intensity, so the value of any product has to be estimated taking these factors into account as well. The claim, then, is that even if we allow that the labour performed by a worker in a developed country is, say, three times as intense as that performed by a peasant farmer in a poor country, their products actually exchange at a ratio far higher than three to one (in Emmanuel's case this is shown by the relative wages that each is able to command). The trade is unfair because equivalents are not being exchanged. Clearly, everything depends here on being able to find a measure of labour value that is independent of the exchange value of the commodity produced as shown by the price it can command when it is traded. Once it is accepted that labour is multidimensional -that it can be more or less skilled, can be deployed more or less effectively, etc -there seems to be no obvious way of combining these dimensions to generate a single index of labour value. One can solve the problem by using the market price of the product to measure the productivity of the labour that has created it, but this immediately undercuts the idea of unequal exchange, since it now follows necessarily that when two products are exchanged under normal market conditions, the value embodied in each of them must be the same. (Thus Emmanuel's particular concept of unequal exchange has been criticized on the ground that the wage inequalities he points to are in fact closely correlated with differences in productivity -the latter presumably being measured in terms of the prices at which products exchange on the international market. 27 )
Faced with this dilemma someone might retreat to the simple view and say that trade is only fair when products exchange at ratios determined by the time that it takes to make them. But this would run counter to the idea of trade itself, which as I noted earlier must be based on mutual advantage. Even though one might in general expect producers to gain by exchanging their products with others, there is no reason to think that B will be willing to take the product it takes A 10 hours to make in exchange for the product that he has laboured on for the same amount of time; he may well agree to exchange, but not at that price. 28 Trade constrained by the requirement of equal exchange so understood would probably only amount to a small fraction of the trade that would occur if parties are permitted to exchange at market-clearing prices.
27 See Barratt Brown, Fair Trade, p. 43. 28 As evidence for this proposition, consider the short-lived Labour Exchanges that appeared in Britain in the 1830s, in which workers would deposit their products in return for 'Labour Notes' (denominated in hours of labour), which could then be used to purchase other products. Predictably, the Exchanges were left with goods that noone was willing to buy for the stated prices. See G. the lowest price at which they would be willing to exchange their goods. The distance between these prices is the surplus that has to be distributed somehow between the parties. To see the basic idea, consider first an exchange between individuals.
Suppose that I have some tomatoes to trade and my neighbour has apples. I am willing to exchange a kilo of tomatoes for two kilos of apples, but not for less. My neighbour will be happy so long as he gets at least a kilo of tomatoes for each three kilos of apples that he trades. 29 Clearly we can exchange at any apple/tomato ratio between 2:1 and 3:1: the surplus to be distributed is the equivalent of 1 kilo of apples.
If we exchange at 3:1 I get the whole of it; at 2:1 my neighbour gets the whole of it; at any rate in between we share it.
In these circumstances, an obvious principle of fairness to apply is equal division of the surplus. Equal division is the principle we are likely to use when two or more people enjoy a windfall benefit and no-one has any particular claim to more of the benefit than anyone else. 30 Here we would treat the opportunity provided by trade as the equivalent of a windfall: it is fortunate for my neighbour and myself that we can exchange our products and both be better off as a result, so what fairness requires is that we should trade in such a way that the benefit is equally distributed. But we face a problem in deciding how this benefit is measured. There are two possible currencies -apples and tomatoes -and my neighbour and I value them differently relative to one another. So an equal gain measured in terms of apples is not the same as an equal gain measured in terms of tomatoes.
31 29 I am assuming that these ratios remain constant over the quantities of tomatoes and apples we are interested in exchanging. This would obviously not make sense as a general postulate. 30 For the salience of equality as the rule to be followed when assets have to be divided by agreement, see H.P. Young, Equity: in theory and practice (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), esp. ch. 7.
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It might appear as though this problem arises because in the simple model I have used, one good is being exchanged directly for another. If we think about real world trade, however, goods are sold for money: a coffee grower sells his beans to the processing company at so much per kilo. Assuming that there is a gap between the lowest price that the grower will take and the highest price that the company will pay, then an equal division of the surplus would require selling the beans at the mean of those two figures. However this overlooks the fact that a sum of money represents a bundle of commodities that can be bought with that sum, so we still have two different currencies in which the gains can be measured -coffee beans on the one hand, and the commodity bundle on the other. The two sides value these currencies differently relative to one another. So, just as in the tomatoes/apples case, there will still be two possible ways of specifying an equal division of the gains from trade.
Nevertheless, even if there is no unique way of specifying what an equal division of the surplus means, we might still say that fair exchange requires that goods be exchanged in a proportion that lies somewhere between the two possible 'equal' divisions we have identified -i.e. between 2.4:1 and 2.5:1 apples to tomatoes, in the simple example used above. This obviously represents a considerable narrowing of the range of possible trades, which runs from 2:1 to 3:1. So the idea of fair trade is still doing some work here. Many exchanges that might occur voluntarily will not count as fair, even if there is no trade that uniquely does. So now let us ask what can be said for and against this way of understanding fair trade.
In addition to the currency problem, the equal benefit principle requires us to know what the reserve prices of the two sides actually are, because this provides the baseline from which we can measure an equal division of the surplus. So each party 31 Suppose we exchange at the rate of 2.5 kilos of apples to 1 kilo of tomatoes. At that ratio each us gains a surplus of 0.5 kilos of apples over his baseline. But now repeat the calculation using tomatoes as the currency in which the surplus is measured. At 2.5:1 my gain will be 0.25 kilos of tomatoes (I would have been willing to give 1.25 kilos of tomatoes for those apples); my neighbour's gain is only 0.16666… (it would require 5/6 kilo of tomatoes to make him part willingly with 2.5 kilos of apples). To achieve an equal division of the surplus measured in tomatoes, we need to exchange in the ratio 2.4:1.
has an incentive to misrepresent that reserve price. Suppose my neighbour falsely claims that he is only willing to give a maximum of 2.5 kilos of apples for each kilo of tomatoes. If we were to calculate on that basis, the fair exchange ratio would lie in the region 2.222…:1 to 2.25:1, lower than the region identified in the original example. However although that would clearly be a serious practical problem if we were attempting to devise a fair trade policy, it does not seem to undermine the concept of fair trade itself. What it does show is that there is no reason to expect bargaining between the parties to deliver the fair result if they do not know one another's true reserve prices (in fact bargaining will not necessarily do that even if the parties are fully informed about this 32 ).
A further problem of application which I will note here but not try to resolve is that trade is a collective activity insofar as goods and services are typically created by many producers and sold to many consumers, so on each side there will be a range of reserve prices, not just a single one; yet when a commodity is traded across national borders, it is normally at a uniform price (there is at any moment a 'world market price' for oil or coffee beans of a particular grade). So we cannot tell whether this uniform price stands midway between reserve prices on either side without amalgamating these individual prices into a single price in some non-arbitrary way -a formidable challenge.
Another objection might be that a definition of 'equal benefit' that measures it in terms of the quantities of commodities that are being exchanged does not take account of possible differences in the welfare or utility gains of the two parties. However it seems to me that fairness is better understood, in general, in terms of shares of some external resource, or bundle of resources, rather than in terms of subjective states such as welfare. The fact that one party comes away from an exchange happier than the other -in the sense that the first party has derived more utility from it than the second -does not show that the exchange was unfair unless it is treated as evidence that the terms of the exchange were one-sided, which would mean, following the proposal above, that one party had captured the lion's share of the surplus, measured 22 objectively. Indeed if we are thinking about world trade between rich and poor countries, it may well be the case that the welfare gains from trade are relatively greater for those in poor countries; but it would be somewhat paradoxical if for that reason we were to label the trade unfair.
A more serious problem arises if we consider cases in which one side is desperate to exchange what they have for necessities, so they are willing to accept a very low price for their commodities. We may think of the coffee grower who has nothing to live on apart from the beans he has grown, which if not sold now will deteriorate and become worthless. He would be willing to sell for a very low price, and this will then have the effect of reducing the fair price, understood as the price that equalizes the gains of buyer and seller (it won't of course lower the fair price all the way down). The implication is that an acceptable conception of fair trade has to consider the background circumstances in which trade occurs as well as the mechanics of the exchange itself.
We need to be clear about the nature of this objection to my proposal 8. It is not the same as the charge that trade may be both voluntary and exploitative. In the circumstances just described, coffee buyers may well take advantage of the grower's desperation to buy his beans at virtually his reserve price, thereby making huge gains themselves. This would be exploitation brought about by power inequalities between the two parties (the buyer can force the grower to sell at a low price). The proposal 8 definition of fair trade rules out such exploitative exchanges by requiring that the gains from trade be equally distributed between the two sides. So the objection is not that it allows exploitative trades to be defined as fair, but that by calculating gains on the basis of reserve prices, it allows the fair rate of exchange for some commodity to be affected by the neediness or desperation of one party. Put simply, the claim is that the fair price for coffee beans should not sink merely because coffee growers become more desperate and are therefore willing to sell at a lower rate.
This intuition will probably be shared by many people, so it is worth exploring what grounds it. It may stem from a conception of fair trade along the lines of proposal 4 above; that is, the underlying thought may be that the fair price for coffee is the price partners, or at the very least not to become complicit in harming them. In this respect such conceptions of fair trade are broader than procedural conceptions, but in another respect they are narrower, because they have no direct bearing on trade between prosperous states or individuals, where the relevant entitlements are already secure.
Lastly we have fair exchange accounts of fair trade. These look directly at what goes on inside the practice of trading and claim that exchanges must be conducted on terms that produce a particular division of resources or benefits between the trading partners. On the assumption that trade produces gains that can be divided in different ways between the parties to it, such conceptions propose principles to govern the division. As in the case of procedural fairness conceptions, fair exchange accounts make the reasonable assumption, given the current state of the global economy, that fair trade so defined would benefit producers in poor countries; but there is no guarantee that fair trade by itself will raise these producers above any particular poverty line.
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Fair exchange accounts might seem less relevant than the other two conceptions to the design of international trade policy. After all no authority can inspect each particular trade practice to ensure that the gains are being fairly distributed. So these conceptions cannot be implemented directly, except by the trading partners
themselves. Yet they may still serve as guiding principles when rules of trade are being debated. There are trading conditions that clearly militate against fair exchange, such as the emergence of monopoly or monopsony, and the rules can be designed to prevent such conditions emerging, or to provide compensation to parties who can prove that they have been dealt with unfairly.
Perhaps, then, we should see these competing conceptions of fair trade as complementary to one another, in the sense that different aspects of fairness in trade are likely to be highlighted in different contexts: GATT officials and Fair Trade campaigners have different considerations in mind when they appeal to the idea. In 25 some cases, moreover, the different conceptions will pull in the same direction, practically speaking. But not always: consider for example the 'banana wars' that erupted between the US and the EU in the 1990s. 35 The issue here was the favourable conditions of trade in bananas that some EU countries had extended to their former colonies in the Caribbean and West Africa. Bananas from these countries were admitted tariff free, whereas a tariff was imposed on bananas (over and above a certain quota) produced in Latin American countries such as Ecuador. The US (whose multinationals dominated the Latin American banana industry) challenged this on grounds of procedural fairness: the more efficient Latin American banana growers
should not have to compete on unequal terms against growers in the Caribbean and West Africa. The counterargument appealed to the vulnerability of the small farmers in the latter regions. Britain and France, for example, had traditionally imported almost all their bananas from their former colonies, and had provided assurances that this would continue. Local economies were heavily dependent on the export of bananas (they constituted 70% of Dominica's export earnings, for example), so without the protected banana trade these societies were threatened with economic collapse. Producers' entitlements here collided with procedural fairness -certainly with the understandings of procedural fairness contained in proposals 1 and 2 above, and arguably also with proposal 3, since all of the banana-growing countries could claim developing country status. What stood on the other side was really a claim of necessity: the big Latin American producers could survive even if the special concessions give to the ex-colonies were allowed to continue (the volume of trade involved was comparatively very small) whereas in the reverse case the small growers could not.
In concrete cases, therefore, different aspects of the idea of fair trade may pull in different directions. This is not a reason for abandoning the idea, but for recognizing its complexity. Let me by way of conclusion return to the place it might occupy in our thinking about justice beyond (national) borders. Much will depend on whether we stick to a simple conception of global justice that concerns the distribution of resources among individual persons, or whether we also allow that it has an 35 I rely here on In my general treatment of global justice, I suggested that fair trade should be identified as one of the main elements included in the more general idea of 'fair terms of co-operation' between states. 37 My claim was that economic inequalities between societies could be acceptable provided that the international order provided poorer societies with reasonable opportunities to develop. Closer inspection of the concept of fair trade suggests that this is only part of the story, albeit an important part. Fair trade is indeed a matter of political communities treating one another fairly when they establish rules governing tariffs, subsidies, quotas and so forth. But it also has to do with how individuals are treated, as our investigation of producers' entitlements conceptions showed. In other words, fair trade is also relevant to the part of global justice that concerns the protection of human rights. It cannot be the only instrument that serves to protect these rights, in part, as we saw, because of limitations built into 36 The same issue arises in other contexts, for example in discussions about how to distribute the costs of combating global warming, where it appears that this is in the first place a question about how to share costs between states, and only secondarily a question about how to allocate costs to individuals within those states. Or for a more frivolous example, imagine that the International Olympic Committee decided for some arbitrary reason to exclude certain countries from participation in the Olympic Games. This would be unfair to individual athletes from those countries, obviously. But it would also be unfair to those countries themselves; their citizens would feel wronged whether or not they had any personal involvement in sport. within that idea when they conflict? How much does it matter that political communities should interact economically under rules that are seen to be fair, and how much that the impact of trade on the lives of individual people should meet substantive standards of (comparative or non-comparative) justice? There is no easy way to answer this question.
